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RESPONSE TO OFFICE ACTION 


Commissioner for Patents 
Post Office Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

This is written in response to an Office Action with a mailing date of August 1, 2005. 

Claim Rejections 35 U.S.C. 1 12 

Claims 2-6 and 10-12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. for being indefinite. The Examiner 
objected to the term "easily" in Claim 2, reasoning that "easily" is not defined by the claim and 
the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree and one of 
ordinarily skill in the art would not reasonably apprise to the scope of the invention. Claim 3 was 
similariy rejected for the recitation of "easily" and "quickly" and Claim 10 is rejected for the 
recitation of "quickly." 

Applicant notes that this language is used in the original claims in the application. No 
rejection was made in the first Office Action to this language, nor was any rejection made in the 
second, final, Office Action to this language. Apparently the Exarniner understood this language in 
the first and second Office Actions and is now for the first time raising a 35 U.S.C. 1 12 
indefiniteness rejection. Clarification is respectfully requested from the Examiner about why these 
claims were considered definite and acceptable in the first and second, final, Office Actions but are 
now rejected as indefinite. Moreover, Applicant traverses the conclusion of the Examiner. 
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